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Abstract:This paper investigates learning environments from the view of the key users
- students. Recent literature on designing Learning Landscapes indicates a near
absence of the student voice, assuming that the majority of students are either
uninterested or unable to express what they want or need, in a learning environment.
The focus of this research is to reveal Architecture and Fashion Design students’
perceptions of their learning environments. Furthermore, this study questions the
appropriateness of usual design of learning spaces for Design students, or if the
environment needs to be specifically catered for the learning of different disciplines of
Design, such as Architecture and Fashion Design. Senior Architecture and Fashion
Design students were invited to participate in a qualitative mixed method study,
including investigation into existing literature, questionnaires, focus groups and
spontaneous participatory research. Through the analysis of data it was found that
students’ perceptions validate discipline specific learning environments and contribute
towards the development of a framework for the design of future Learning
Landscapes, for Design education.
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Louise Barbour, Lindy Osborne and Glenda Caldwell

Introduction
Students are the key users of educational facilities and yet students’ perceptions
and opinions on learning environments have been marginalised in existing literature.
Learning Landscapes in Higher Education (Neary et al., 2010) provides insight into how
the student’s view is not as highly regarded as that of staff and facility managers. The
term 'Learning Landscapes' refers to the refurbishment and reconstruction of
universities on a multi dimensional level (Neary et al., 2010). Both students and
academic staff argued that students find it difficult to articulate creatively what they
want and that only a minority of students would be interested in discussing space and
pedagogy (Neary et al., 2010).
The focus of this study is revealing Fashion Design and Architecture student's
perceptions of their personal learning environment and the benefits those perceptions
can have on the Learning Landscape. Furthermore, this study investigates whether
being a Design student results in a generic learning space fit-out, or if the environment
needs to be catered for specific disciplines of Design.
The research focussed on senior students enrolled in a Design degree at the
Queensland University of Technology, Brisbane, Australia. To highlight how students’
perceptions of Learning Landscapes can influence the future design and planning of
educational facilities, two cohorts of design students were included in this study. Due
to their training in spatial awareness and its relevance to the design of learning spaces,
Architecture students were central to the research. The other group of students
examined were from the creative discipline of Fashion design. The School of Design that
this research has been conducted in has separate learning environments for the
Architecture and Fashion Design students, as illustrated in the Figures 1a + 1b, and 2a +
2b.

Figure 1a + 1b: Architecture studio learning environment. Source: Louise Barbour.

Figure 2a + b: Fashion Design studio learning environment. Source: Louise Barbour
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Review of Existing Literature
Design Pedagogy
Design education can be traced back 200 years to 19th century Paris, at the
Écoledes Beaux-Arts, School of Fine Arts (Glasser, 2000; Lackney, 1999). As those
graduates who were trained under the Beaux-Arts system travelled overseas, the
teaching methods were established and have subsequently been maintained in
education institutions worldwide (Anthony, 1991). While Fashion, as a discipline of
Design, has long been a tradition of art schools in Paris, London and New York, it has
remained at the periphery of Australian academic activity. Not until 2002 did the first
degree-level program in Fashion Design become available to students pursuing a
tertiary fashion experience in Queensland (Vaughan, 2009). By contrast, in 2011 the
Australian Institute of Architects recognised 22 Architecture Schools in Australia, New
Zealand and Papua New Guinea as being accredited pathways to professional
Architectural Registration (Australian Institute of Architects, 2011). Each of these
tertiary institutions offers an Architectural curriculum with a growing level of
consistency since the 1980's (Ostwald & Williams, 2008).
A longitudinal study by Kolb and Kolb (2005) found that creative students are more
concentrated in the feeling-orientated learning space, while management students are
thinking-orientated (Kolb& Kolb, 2005). This indicates there is a difference in the
learning environments of Architecture and Fashion Design compared to that of Law,
Business, and the Sciences. Architecture and Fashion Design share many pedagogical
similarities, both relying on significant contact hours and resources in the design studio
(Franz, 1990; Wolff, 2009).
The University of Oklahoma’s Architecture school adopted a Steelcase LearnLab, an
environment with innovative products, design applications and strategies to aid multi
disciplinary teaching, while encouraging interaction between students and teachers.
While Steelcase LearnLabs had been implemented in other higher education
institutions, the Architectural School was aware that it was not a simple copy and paste
application into the learning environment of design students as; ‘they’re a lot more
hands-on and need more time in the classroom, their studios are usually four or five
hours long’ (Libby, 2011). In Australasia students typically have 18-hours a week of face
to face contact, and it is not uncommon to find students working into the night or the
next day (Ostwald & Williams, 2008; Wolff, 2009).

The Studio
A dominate attribute of Design pedagogy today, is the studio environment started
in Paris at the Écoledes Beaux-Arts (Glasser, 2000; Lackney, 1999). The studio model
affords the integration of the functional, the structural, the social, and the technical
into the learning environment, while marginalising formal lectures (Kuhn, 2001;
Stevens, 1998).
The studio has an aura of ‘holiness’ surrounding it, creating a fitting environment to
study the ‘magical quality’ of Architecture (Lackney, 1999; Wolff, 2009). For Fashion
Design students, the studio is referred to as a second home (Vaughan, 2009). Studios
can appear neglected with material off-cuts, empty coffee cups and dishevelled
furniture arrangements, but the space is actually expressing a model of creative
learning worthy of informing the learning environments of other campus facilities
(Lackney, 1999).
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The flexible design of the physical environment of the studio supports flexibility in
instructional strategies (Tanner, 2008). The physical make up of this represents a large
space with high loft-like ceilings, folding partitions and moveable furniture which drives
the organisation of the environment(RM Associates, 2005; Taylor, 2008; Wolff, 2009).
There is no defined front and back to the space, causing a breakdown of hierarchal
relationships that occur in traditional classroom settings (Libby, 2011).
A recent study by Ostwald and Williams (2008) indicates that Architecture
academics in Australasia viewed the lack of quality studio, teaching and exhibition
space as the second greatest resources challenge. This finding was followed with the
third greatest resource challenge to the architectural education system - to be the
growing demand for workshops and model making facilities (Ostwald & Williams,
2008). This study by Ostwald and Williams, validates the great importance that
Architecture academics place on the physical learning environment. Students also
respond to the studio environment, or lack of one; as timetabled access to studio
leaves students with no space to work between classes resulting in their diminished
sense of belonging (Ostwald & Williams, 2008).

Users’ Perceptions
Existing research into users perceptions tend to allow academics to speak on behalf
of the students (Clatworthy&Kooymans, 2001; Jessop et al., 2012). A recent publication
by Jessop et al. (2012) highlights academic claims that students feel undervalued due to
their scruffy learning environments. However when the students were questioned, they
seemed less concerned; students ultimately viewed the facilities as a transient space,
which they use for a specific purpose at a specific time, whereas academics considered
the space to be a second home (Jessop et al., 2012).
A study conducted at the University of South Australia into academics and students
perceptions of the effect of the physical environment, revealed that staff considered
the design of the lecture theatre of higher importance than students
(Clatworthy&Kooymans, 2001). Referring to Wilhelm (2010) and the concept that
students recognise learning in the ‘third space’, it becomes understandable why
students do not rate the physical lecture theatre highly, as a learning space. ‘Third
space’ is a micro-environment of inspirational conversation supported by walkways and
large ground planes (Watson, 2007). Kolb and Kolb (2005) argue that traditional school
environments create a one-dimensional conversation with teachers talking at passively
learning students. Authentic learning occurs when spaces encourage freeform talking,
thinking and memorable experiences (Abdullah et al., 2011; Kolb & Kolb, 2005).
It can be concluded that students are not unaware of their needs because of a low
rating of lecture theatre environments, but rather that they recognise the ‘third space’
as a more important learning environment. Neary et al. (2010) argue how academics
suspect students of being unable to decipher the learning environment themselves; as
a senior academic elaborated; ‘Students seem to find it difficult to articulate what they
want, they know what they do not like, but they find creative thinking about space very
difficult’ (Neary et al., 2010). Reference to 'students' is generalised and not discipline or
curriculum orientated.
Recent research on the relevance of student’s perceptions is a student stating that
all students want is: ‘good basic conditions in their teaching rooms, if we start talking
about the relationship between space and pedagogy only a minority would be interested’ (Neary et al., 2010).The key here is to identify who the 'minority' of students are. As
explored in the review of literature it is clear that Architecture students have a unique
920
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pedagogical system and in addition to this, they are educated in spatial awareness.
What then do these spatially educated students think of the provided learning
environment and how can the space be better designed to facilitate the needs of the
key users, students? Furthermore, Architecture and Fashion Design share an array of
pedagogy similarities, but does this necessarily translate into the same user needs.
Does being a Design student result in a generic learning space fit-out, or do these
learning environments need to be catered for specific disciplines of Design?

Methodology
Context
This paper focuses on two differentdisciplines of Designwithin the Creative
Industries Faculty at the Queensland University of Technology (QUT) - Architecture and
Fashion Design. At QUT Architecture is a four-year undergraduate degree with the
option of a fifth year masters degree to achieve a professionally accredited
qualification. Cohort sizes range from approximately 250 students in first year, to 90
students in the Masters course. Entry to the Architecture course isgranted on the basis
of competitive academic university rankings. Fashion Design is a three-year degree,
with entry based on a competitive portfolio submission and interviewing process. These
entry requirements result in a significantly smaller cohort for the Fashion discipline,
with approximately only 25 students per year level. This study focuses on the students
in the final year of study of both disciplines, to reflect a longer experience and
interaction with campus facilities.

Data Collection and Analysis
A qualitative grounded theory approach was chosen to allow key themes,
relationships and theory to emerge, and to reflect the existing perceptions of Learning
Landscapes. The research was conducted in two stages. Firstly both Fashion Design and
Architecture students were provided with a paper questionnaire during timetabled
classes,early in the semester. The questionnaire required the students to identify their
existing learning environments and their general impressions of on-campus learning.
60% of the students in Architecture and 80% of students in Fashion Design,responded.
The second stage allowed students to participate in a focus group;to expand upon and
specifically inform their opinions of the learning environment, of their particular
discipline. The research team found the Architecture students to be vocal in describing
issues about their learning environments in both the questionnaire and the focus
group. By contrast the Fashion Design students showed resistance to participating in
the focus group and the result from their questionnaires informed the research team
that they were not as enthusiastic about actively voicing their opinions about their
learning spaces, as the Architecture students. In response to this, Fashion Design
students’ perceptions were further sought through a form of participatory research, to
gain student views in their own time, space and without the influence of the research
team. This is illustrated in Figure 3. A pin board with prompt questions was installed
within a Fashion Design learning environment. This method enabled Fashion Design
students to express their specific views and thoughts indirectly to the research team.
This method was more successful in gathering insight from the Fashion Design
students, than the focus groups, which received little attention.
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The questionnaires, focus group and participatory research data were coded and
extrapolated using thematic analysis and grounded theory methodology. The use of
the two differing approaches allowed the data to be analysed, compared and
contrasted to enable five clearly identified themes to emerge, in addition to the known
discipline curriculum and recognised learning environments. The themes of studio
culture, 24-hour access, ownership of space, noise and facilitieswere identified as
reoccurring design students perceptions of learning environments.

Figure 3: Fashion student interacting with the participatory research method.
Source: Louise Barbour

Findings
Value of Student Perceptions
Design students revealed an interest in the on-campus learning environment. When
asked to indicate their level of agreement with the statement ‘I am conscious about my
learning environment’, over 75% of Fashion Design students surveyed either agreed or
strongly agreed as shown in Figure 4a. Architecture students similarly resounded with
over 70% of students surveyed agreeing or strongly agreeing as illustrated in Figure 4b.
The high response of students being consciously aware of the physical space facilitating
their learning, positions students to further inform their opinions and interactions with
the space.
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Figure 4a + 4b: Fashion Design and Architecture students indicate how conscious they are about
their learning environment

The Learning Environment & Curriculum
Consultation with lecturers of both Architecture and Fashion Design revealed five
core curriculum units in each of the disciplines to be:







Design: Design studio unit;
Practice: Professional practice, management, economics and law;
Communication: Traditional and computer based presentation, and
communication skills;
History and Theory: History, theory and philosophy of the discipline;
Garment Fabrication (Fashion only): Materials technology and garment
construction;
Technology (Architecture only): Materials technology, services and
construction.

In order to position this study, students of Architecture and Fashion Design were
asked to identify as many of the learning environments, which they currently
experience during timetabled class or independent learning from the following:







Lecture;
Studio;
Computer Laboratory;
Seminar Room;
Technology Enhanced Space;
Other.

D ESIGN LEARNING was indicated to be primarily undertaken in a studio environment
by both Fashion and Architecture students. This confirms Lackney (1991) and Kuhn
(2001) literature demonstrating the studio’s dominance on the learning environment
for design-based disciplines. Architecture students indicated that design learning also
takes place in the lecture theatre and in informal social environments, including offcampus. ‘Field trips… actually being exposed to the environment…studio is nice but
after five years it… starts to wear on me.’ This statement provides insight into why
Architecture students nominated informal social learning environments as an
important Learning Landscape for design studies. By contrast Fashion Design students
identified the computer lab as a secondary design learning environment. Mention of
‘home’ as an environment to learn design was also addressed by Architecture and
Fashion Design students, as an alternative to studio. The strong inclusion of the home
as a place to learn should be further included in the acknowledgment of social learning
environments.
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P RACTICE LEARNING was strongly designated to be undertaken in the studio by
Fashion Design students as shown in Figure 5a. Architecture students did not respond
with one resounding environment, rather indicating the lecture theatre, studio,
technology enhanced room and seminar room as the adopted learning environment for
Practice learning, as illustrated in Figure 5b. The use of a multitude of different types of
learning spaces rather just the studio was explained by Architecture students as ‘being
exposed to what goes on in an office is completely different to… the studio spaces’. An
Architecture student reflected on how studio is not an authentic reflection of the
architectural profession as ‘all the main learning that you’d ever use is from working,
actually having the experiences…’. Architecture students revealed that practice is not
best learnt in a studio, but rather the allocation of different environments to support
their learning of professional practice.

Figure 5a + 5b: Fashion and Architecture students indicate where practice learning typically takes
place

C OMMUNICATION LEARNING is primarily learnt in the studio for Fashion Design
students, alongside the design curriculum. Architecture students also identified the
studio as the primary place for communication learning, but in addition to this, the
computer lab and informal social learning environments also appear to be supported.
The use of informal social learning environments was described by Architecture
students detailing communication as ‘a very personal thing… everyone has a different
method’ and ‘a personal exploration’. Architecture students therefore expressed the
need for a multitude of environments to learn communication skills, not just one
specific timetabled learning environment.
H ISTORY AND T HEORY is seen to be primarily learnt in a lecture theatre by both
Architecture and Fashion Design students as illustrated in Figures 6a and 6b. Both
disciplines indicated the dominance of the lecture theatre. Architecture students
explained ‘I can’t really imagine learning history in another environment’ and a Fashion
Design student stated, ‘that’s what we are familiar with’. Discussion about the lecture
theatre creating a more formal environment to learn history and theory was important
to one student, as ‘it needs to be formal to get the content across… but just the way we
approach it… that could be different’. In addition to this, an Architecture student
agreed that ‘maybe they feel its (content is) less personally engaging and they
(students) just want the content to be delivered at them’.
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Figure 6a + 6b: Fashion and Architecture students indicate where history &theory learning
typically takes place

Fashion Design’sGarment and Fabrication class is comparable to that of
Technology in Architecture. The Fashion Design students indicated that learning takes
place in the studio alongside design, as shown in Figure 7a. A Fashion Design student
explained that it ‘is best learnt in class with step by step tutorials, then individual
experimentation.’ This illustrates how the studio supports the students learning
customs. Architecture students however, indicated a variety of learning environments
for technology including the lecture theatre, studio, computer lab and informal social
environments as shown in Figure 7b. An Architecture student explained that
‘tech(nology) is not a subject that you can get inspired about…the social aspect is
helpful because our tutor… gets us all into a group… he (is) the chairman of the forum’.
An Architecture student proposed that technology be taught by ‘looking at different
building systems in real life buildings’. This provides insight into why Architecture
students failed to identify one learning environment as the technology curriculum
content calls on different life experiences.

Figure 7a + 7b: Fashion and Architecture students indicate where technology/garment fabrication
learning typically takes place

Discussion
Discipline Based Learning
Design students have provided insight into the need for discipline based learning
environments. The differing student perspectives of each discipline reflect
differentiation in curriculum and the need for specific learning environments to cater
for such. Specifically, the learning of practice and technology/garment fabrication has
been identified as requiring varying environments for Fashion Design and Architecture
students. Although Fashion Design and Architecture students identified the studio as
the favoured environment to learn design in, a Fashion Design student could not simply
use an Architecture studio, as the tools, equipment and support are not appropriate.
Whilst key differences in Design learning environments were identified through the
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students’ perspectives, there also emerged similarities in the need of lecture theatres
to learn history and theory.

Emerging Themes
While the need for discipline based learning environments have been established,
both Architecture and Fashion Design students’ perceptions have revealed key themes
specific to the school of design as a whole.
S TUDIO C ULTURE :Fashion Design students identified a strong sense of studio culture
with 90% of students agreeing or strongly agreeing that the studio culture keeps them
working on campus - refer to Figure 8a. A student explained that the ‘fashion learning
environment is supportive, fun, caring, encouraging and relaxed, which makes studio
fun and engaging to learn in’. Another student resounded that the Fashion Design
studio culture is ‘the collective feel of the space. I really love being able to work with
others as well as individually in the same space’. By contrast, less than half of the
Architecture students suggested that the studio culture keeps them working on
campus. Architecture students questioned the existence of studio culture, some even
going so far as to claim that ‘there is none’. Architecture students identified an
important aspect of studio culture as having ‘somewhere to stay… and keep going and
keep working. Sometimes you are on a roll and you want to keep working … (but
unfortunately) you’re kicked out of the class and the next class comes in’. The desire to
create a studio culture out of an environment where the students can ‘stay on and
work together’ is directly relatable to the theme of ownership of learning environment.

Figure 8a + 8b: Fashion and Architecture students indicate how studio culture affects their
learning

O WNERSHIP OF S PACE :Extending the theme of studio culture, is the importance of
ownership of space to Design students. A Fashion Design student suggested that: ‘it is
important (and) beneficial to have your own creative space…. you have the freedom to
spread out, move around freely, not be disrupted by noise from others, and to be
consistently surrounded by inspiration’. Within the Fashion Design studios, each
student had access to a personal storage box and work space, including tools and
furniture. By contrast, the Architecture studios provided no personal secure storage
and the studios were shared by a variety of different year cohorts, at different times of
the day. The difference in the studio environment and the lack of Architectural studio
culture, resulted in students observing that some students: ‘don’t really use the whole
two hours. They will just get in, talk to the tutor and (then leave)...they may as well go
wherever (else) it’s comfortable for them to further their study’. The lack of ownership
resulted in one Architecture student feeling out of place: ‘you notice it most when you
go into studio… and there is another year in there…it really just feels like you are not
meant to be there’. Architecture students proposed a solution to the apparent lack of
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ownership by suggesting the provision of a learning environment that is similar to that
of the existing Fashion Design studios: ‘Masters students should have their own area
where they (can) collaborate, and (they would) probably get to know everyone in
(their) group a lot better, and feel integrated… if they had set areas for each level or
Bachelor to Masters.’
24- HOUR A CCESS :‘When inspiration strikes…it’s nice to be able to schedule in your
learning at odd hours or when it fits in with you. Because sometimes I’m just not in the
right mind set to concentrate during my designated class slots’. Fashion Design
students expressed the desire to have 24-hour access to learning spaces, and argued
why this was crucial to their learning outcomes: ‘it means that I can prevent myself
from falling behind in classes’. Architecture students agreed that educational facilities
should be accessible: ‘for those who work from nine to five… they need access to the
spaces and the tools’. The implications of having to earn an income during the day and
going to the design studios after work resounded with a Fashion Design student: ‘being
able to access the studios at any time is integral to getting our collections finished’.
N OISE :Noise within the learning environments of Design students was revealed to
have primarily a negative impact on the space. Over 45% of Fashion Design students
surveyed indicated that noise deters them from learning on campus while 60% of
Architecture students agreed with this - refer to Figure 9. Students believe that loud
noise affects their ability to concentrate. A Fashion Design student stated: ‘loud noise
or other people talking, prevents me from being able to work or find the right mind set
I need to get work done’. The type of noise was crucial to its impact: ‘people talking
about the weekend or just irrelevant stuff… that can get distracting. But if it’s on task
it’s generally more bearable’. An Architecture student highlighted that students need to
be mindful of the environment: ‘I like listening to music when I study but I try not to
affect other people, so when people do that to me, (it) bothers me’. Not all students
were affected with noise if it was not discernible: ‘I personally, like background noise, I
like chatter and that’s why I said I don’t mind working at a café… You are not focusing
on what one person’s saying, there’s so much chit-chat going on’.

Figure 9a + 9b: Fashion and Architecture students indicate how loud noise affects their learning

F ACILITIES : When asked if furniture improves the learning environment, both Design
disciplines agreed that it does. The inclusion of large tables was indicated as essential
to both Architectural and Fashion Design environments as: ‘you can spread all your
belongings and models’. Fashion Design students proposed the use of soft furnishing to
benefit from more informal social learning environments. Architecture students also
asked for social learning environments arguing for a: ‘shared space where anyone can
go at any time (with) a fridge and (a) kitchenette, decent bathroom facilities,(and) a
couple of slat beds’. Architecture students were, however, more concerned with access

927

Louise Barbour, Lindy Osborne and Glenda Caldwell

to facilities to aid their learning. Limited access to power points for laptop charging
forced students to: ‘always go to the edges of (the) studio’ or ensure that students:
‘manage battery life amongst the group’. In one case a senior Architecture student was
unaware of the facilities they had access to: ‘is there a toilet in studio? Because I didn’t
even know there was a toilet there’. Another student indicated reluctance to use
facilities without prior consent: ‘if you don’t say “this is here for you to use” then I feel
like (I am not) meant to be using this… (incase I am) going to get in trouble’ To avoid
reluctance to use facilities and to make facilities known, students recommended an
orientation specifically for Design students to point out the facilities, even the
seemingly obvious amenities.

Conclusion
The study reveals that Design students are consciously aware of and interested
intheir learning environments. Through the exploration of students’ views and
perceptions of their personal Learning Landscapes, the need for discipline based
learning spaces and five distinct themes for planning educational environments for
Design students have emerged.
Although Fashion Design and Architecture are included in the same School of Design
and have similar core subjects by descriptor, these disciplines require learning spaces
specific to the learning curriculum of each discipline. There is no ‘one learning
environment fits all’ solution for Design students or design curriculum, rather it is
recommended that an investigation into what specific spaces the students require,
when planning facilities. In response to each of the themes identified by Design
students in relation to the overall faculty Learning Landscapes, the following points for
consideration are proposed:
S TUDIO CULTURE : Studio culture and its ability to support and engage students in
their learning, is important. Studio culture is fostered through when students have
somewhere to stay and work for a length of time, and which is not necessarily sharedor
rotated with other students. Class size also has a significant impact on the development
of studio culture.
O WNERSHIP OF SPACE : Directly related to studio culture, the ownership of space is
important to students; it enables them to collaborate, be inspired, and feel integrated
in the learning process. Students recommend having access to both faculty shared
environments and discipline orientated learning spaces,specific toindividual year
cohorts.
24- HOUR ACCESS : 24-hour access to educational facilities is a priority, as the nature
of Design education does not necessarily result in productive work during timetabled
classes. Income generatingor other external commitments may result in students
needing to access tools and spaces at any time of the day or night.
N OISE C ONTROL : Some students are deterred from working in on-campus facilities,
because of noise. Their ability to focus on task is difficult if music and conversations in
educational environments are discernable. However, if noise is not distinguishable and
referred to as background noise,students areless concerned by this.
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F ACILITIES M ANAGEMENT :Large tables and mobile furniture are seen to improve
students’ learning. An increase in the provision of informal learning spaces with soft
furnishings and decent amenities is also desirable. Lack of knowledge about or access
to facilities hinders the use and interaction students have with them.
While the results are limited to the experiences of students at one Australian
university, this initial work provides the grounds for further research into the value of
students’ perceptions of learning environments. To make a full assessment of Design
Learning Landscapes, exploration and review of students’ perceptions of the other
disciplines within the School of Design would be beneficial to future research in this
area. Within the School of Design at QUT there are seven design disciplines. From this
study we can see that although design disciplines have similar pedagogical approaches
the actual need for the design of discipline specific learning environments is evident.
However it is not known what the needs of each discipline currently are,specifically
from the student’s perspective.
To expand this study, future researchers should further investigate how the needs
of students are being met within their current learning environments and what should
be changed to improve these environments, and better address student needs.
Another direction for this research could be to compare the findings with a similar
study conducted at another institution, with the same disciplines of Architecture and
Fashion Design, and taking into account student success and student numbers.
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